Routledge 


Taylor & Francis Group 


Journal of Homosexuality 


ARAL OF 
FOAL 


a ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wjhm20 


“Almost Looks Illegal”: Family Dick's Daddy's Little 
Boy Gay Pornography Series and Its Too-Young 
Look 


Joseph Brennan 


To cite this article: Joseph Brennan (2021): “Almost Looks Illegal”: Family Dick’s Daddy’s 
Little Boy Gay Pornography Series and Its Too-Young Look, Journal of Homosexuality, DOI: 
10.1080/00918369.2021.1919477 


To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2021.1919477 


sea Published online: 19 May 2021. 
NJ 
ubmit your article to this journa 
A Submit y icl his j IG 
lil Article views: 114 
N 
a| View related articles @ 


® View Crossmark data Œ 
CrossMark 


Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at 
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journallnformation?journalCode=wjhm20 


Routledge 


Taylor & Francis Group 


® Check for updates 


“Almost Looks Illegal”: Family Dick’s Daddy’s Little Boy Gay 
Pornography Series and Its Too-Young Look 


Joseph Brennan, PhD ®© 


JOURNAL OF HOMOSEXUALITY 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2021.1919477 


3907 1LN0Y 


Independent Scholar, Australia 


ABSTRACT KEYWORDS 

Family Dick is a commercial gay pornography website that has Cultural studies; child 
courted controversy for both its stepfather-son theme and for pornography; extreme 

the youthful stylings of its Daddy’s Little Boy series. This article pornography; Family Dick; 
reads viewer commentary (selected from more than 700 com- legislative ra g, i 
ments) of scenes within the series posted to its Pornhub chan- SAES youtniuracut 
nel. Textual analysis is employed to read the series itself and its tay 

distinctive esthetic, which logically leads to discussion of views 

on the too-young “look” of the series and the use of certain 

“legislative language” by those who deem the content to be 

potentially unlawful. The article also considers the implications 

resultant from the range of views presented in the discourse 

and a tendency for the series to inspire viewers to reflect on 

personal experiences and desires. As the first study of its kind, it 

ends by nominating a range of future research directions. 


In 2009, a Puerto Rican man stood trial for possession of child pornography 
after US federal authorities—using the “Tanner scale,” an objective classifica- 
tion system designed to measure physical sexual development in children— 
deemed one of the actresses in a DVD he was carrying to be underage. At trial, 
the actress in question, Lupe Fuentes, was subpoenaed by the man’s defense 
and produced documents confirming that she was above the age of 18 at time 
of filming scenes for the title the man was carrying (Little Lupe the Innocent). 
The case went to trial because Fuentes appeared underage, and therefore the 
pornography “looked” illegal; Little Lupe the Innocent of which fell within the 
“youthful-adult pornography” category (also known as “barely legal” or “teen 
pornography”), which is popular in both heterosexual (“heteroporn”) and gay 
pornography. Such pornography features youthful-looking adult performers 
who may appear under the age of 18. The US Supreme Court has ruled that 
youthful-adult pornography is legal (see Kleinhans, 2004), and using the 
actress’ testimony, the man’s defense secured an acquittal. However, in other 
jurisdictions the outcome may have been different, where the film may have 
been classified as child pornography, irrespective of the actress’ legal age 
(Clough, 2012, p. 214). This vignette demonstrates the risks that consumers 
face in viewing such “extreme” porn, together with the challenging task put to 


CONTACT Joseph Brennan Q hello@josephbrennan.com @ www.josephbrennan.com 
© 2021 Taylor & Francis Group, LLC 


2 J. BRENNAN 


law enforcement in estimating the age of persons in suspected abuse materials 
(see Murphy, 2012)—the actual age of the actors, in some jurisdictions, 
notwithstanding. 

Youthful-adult pornography has attracted scholarly interest from the het- 
eroporn context (i.e., Heider & Harp, 2002; Jensen, 2010; Jensen & Dines, 1998; 
Paul & Linz, 2008), however no study has considered in detail the gay male 
equivalent. To begin this work, I use a case study of a particularly controversial 
suite of scenes (the Daddy’s Little Boy series) drawn from a popular gay 
pornography site (Family Dick) devoted to a fantasy of (step)dad/son sex. In 
a more modest way, this case study also speaks to another under-examined 
area of media and cultural studies research, namely the sexualization of boys— 
an issue under-represented by academic literature and the wider debate 
(Buckingham, Willett, Bragg, & Russell, 2009, p. 19; Clark, 2013; Garner, 
2012).' The concept of “legislative language” forms a central node of my 
argument. In particular, I discuss the (lack of) legal differentiation between 
pornography with legal minors and pornography with performers who appear 
to be legal minors; a discussion buttressed by an analysis of consumers’ views 
of this differentiation and the potential legal repercussions for viewing porn 
with apparent minors. In addition, my analysis of the videos and porn site 
itself helps indicate that the studio conveys conflicting information about the 
age or apparent age of the performers, supported by comments that demon- 
strate that at least some viewers have similarly ambiguous views—some raising 
concerns about the legality or morality of what they are viewing. 


Reading the esthetics of and viewer discourses on a Family Dick series 


Family Dick (familydick.com) is a gay “bareback” (depicting condomless anal 
sex) pornography website launched in 2017 and centered on the theme of 
(primarily) stepfather/son relationships. It joins a growing number of web- 
based “alternative gay pornographies”—depicting a diversity of body types and 
types of sex—that have emerged in recent years (Biasin, Maina, & Zecca, 2014; 
Brennan, 2019c), and has proved popular: its channel was ranked 1%* on 
Pornhub at time of writing.” Yet the site has also been a source of controversy 
resultant both of its familial theme,” and for the youthful depiction of one of its 
“sons,” whose series I explore here. The significance of Family Dick as a case 
study has strengthened with time. Over the last couple of years, it has arguably 
been impossible to consume Internet-based gay porn from tube sites without 
encountering at least one video from Family Dick, scenes from the specific 
series I analyze, in particular. Its theming-controversy is especially contentious 
given that the family is the most frequent site for instances of child abuse 
(Colombino, Mercado, Levenson, & Jeglic, 2011), an aspect that makes this 
study furthermore worthwhile. The site’s Daddy’s Little Boy series is used as 
the case study, and in particular the childlike stylings of the series’ 
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controversial “son,” portrayed by Austin L. Xanders—who was 20 years in 
2017 (born 20 January 1997). This article considers discourse posted to nine 
videos via the site’s official Pornhub channel. Analysis of selected comments— 
from a total of more than 700—over a 4-month period help explain the 
controversy, and allow me to canvas perspectives on the series, its theme, 
and its youthful stylings, especially. The discourse is used to help understand 
the series, inclusive of its narrative elements, and an important legal dimen- 
sion that the viewer commentary adopts: namely, that Family Dick is a series 
that, with respect to its realism aspects, takes the for-fantasy freedoms porn 
enjoys, too far. 

Family Dick launched in September 2017 as a product of Charged Media 
(chargedhelp.com/sites),* which also operates Mormon Boyz (mormonboyz. 
com)—an established site in operation since 2009 that follows a clerical 
“profanation” (Waugh, 1985) narrative. At time of writing, in February 
2018, the company looked set to expand its site portfolio rapidly into a niche 
network, with abuse-of-petty-thieving-youth themed Young Perps (young- 
perps.com, see Brennan, 2019b) and cash-strapped-Latinos themed Latin 
Leche (latinleche.com) launching late 2017 and early 2018, respectively. 
From this growing network of niche-oriented gay porn sites, Family Dick 
emerged as the site with the most traction. In February 2018, it outranked its 
sister sites in popularity (including the company’s flagship, Mormon Boyz), 
both via its channel on Pornhub (ranked 1* compared with Mormon Boyz’s 
rank of 7", Young Perps’ 27" and Latin Leche’s 107") and in global web traffic 
to the site itself (101,078 compared with Mormon Boyz’s rank of 101,875", 
Young Perps’ 262,806" and Latin Leche’s 4,457,599"").° 

The ubiquity of this material on sites such as Pornhub suggests one of two 
things (or, more likely, a combination of both): a financial agreement between 
tube sites (especially sites owned by porn giant MindGeek) and Charged 
Media designed to promote the series, or incredible viewing figures that 
would invariably skew the algorithms that underpin these sites. The politi- 
cal-economic relationship between tube sites and porn studios/networks 
should be acknowledged as part of any analysis of digital porn (see 
Paasonen, Jarrett, & Light, 2019), in particular in so far as the algorithmically 
enabled visibility of this material seemingly creates its own gravitational “pull.” 
In other words, audiences do not need to go in search of “barely legal” extreme 
porn such as this. It does not have to be your “fetish” or “kink” for you to 
stumble upon it. The popularity algorithms will ensure it enters your purview. 
Though further consideration of such conditions is outside the scope of the 
present study, whose object is text- and audience-based, such “industry” 
considerations—text, audience and industry objects of which make up the 
complete picture of media research (Stokes, 2013, p. 60)—demonstrate how 
tube sites are “complicit” in moving the needle (as it were) on what is 
considered “mainstream” gay porn. 
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The site does owe a debt to the coverage its theme has received across gay 
porn blogs, especially its extreme novelty (another industry consideration)°; 
but mostly, I believe, it is a slick, unified site “esthetic” that holds the key to 
understanding its success. In other words, while stumbling upon porn on tube 
sites featuring more standard fare—such as jocks or muscle men—is also easy, 
the ubiquity of Family Dick is remarkable because it hosts a series of videos 
that would, pre-Internet, be considered far outside the mainstream. The site 
has achieved this level of popularity by borrowing and building upon the 
approach of other single-site, “extreme” properties that have launched and 
achieved traction in recent years, such as Fraternity X (fraternityx.com) and 
Sketchy Sex (sketchysex.com), both operated by performer-cum-pornogra- 
pher Jeremy Hall (Sarson, 2019, p. 302). 

Fraternity X and Sketchy Sex explore themes of college hazing and sex 
addiction, respectively, and result in the sites being read as “extreme” 
(Brennan, 2016). In my previous readings (see Brennan, 2016) of both sites, 
I advocate thinking of these texts in terms of “esthetics” as it encourages 
movement beyond narrow categorization, such as based on any singular 
component of the text (i.e., use of a handheld camera). My preference for 
esthetics invites consideration of the impact of a more discursive range of 
techniques and strategies, including “extra-textual events” (Brennan, 2016, p. 
392), such as, to connect with the above context, the reception and availability 
of certain scenes on tube sites like Pornhub. Reading Family Dick in a similarly 
expanded way, the site delivers on its promise of hosting “the best real videos 
of dads having sex with their stepsons” (familydick.com) through such 
esthetics, which assist the viewer in suspending disbelief and also aids the 
text’s creator in constructing a sense of “the real.” Building on my own 
research narrative, and my professional stake in the gay porn debate—inclu- 
sive of my personal spectatorial implication within the reading process—my 
argument here is indebted to a belief in the importance of these esthetic 
aspects—especially for a niche site such as this—, hence my approach: to 
read the videos’ and site’s esthetics, buttressed by an analysis of audience 
reception. 

Textual analysis in the cultural studies tradition is used to read discourse 
about the Daddy’s Little Boy Family Dick series. This discourse is drawn from 
Pornhub, which is among the world’s largest and most visited pornographic 
video sharing sites. Family Dick takes part in Pornhub’s content partner 
program, and only the comments sections of videos posted through the official 
Pornhub Family Dick channel (pornhub.com/channels/family-dick) are 
included. Selection of this service as the source for viewer discourse allows 
for an appropriate sized sample; the scene previews on Family Dick’s website 
are typically less than a minute in duration (compared with an average 
duration of approximately 11 minutes 30 seconds on Pornhub) and there is 
no comments function built into its site-based scene previews. Figure 1 
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provides titles of all the scenes available in the series at time of writing (ten in 
total). Ten scenes provide an appropriate number for the purpose of qualita- 
tive reading, and also represent sufficient development of the series narrative. 
Also provided in the figure are the number of Pornhub comments each 
individual scene attracted; the number of Pornhub views the scene garnered; 
the URL for the video on Pornhub where the comments are posted; and the 
number of the scene within the series (known on Family Dick as a “chapter”), 
which is how the comments quoted herein are cited. Inclusion of the scene 
titles as they appear on the Family Dick site also demonstrates the distinctly 
youth-oriented, father-son theme of the pornography, key phrases including 
(in sequence): “big boy underwear,” “camping scary stories,” “wake up sleepy 
head,” “dad son family cabin retreat” and “after school snack.” 

Ordered chronologically according to the release of “chapters” in the series, 
Figure 1 provides a useful visual overview of Daddy’s Little Boy. The 


FANILYDICK 


video. PhP?viewkey 


video. PhP?viewkey 


m Bi9 Boy Outdoor 
Underwear Pitstop 
1 1.9 238 pornhub. com/view_ 6 a. 38 pornhub. com/view_ 
video. PhP?vViewkey video. Phe?viewkey 
=PhSSa@2eeS2f87c =PhSaBbes3basece 
Sleepy Wake Up 
Movie Nisht i Sleepyhead 
2 my 1.8 11? pornhub. com/view_ 7 co 8. 46 = pornhub. com/view_ 
video. PhP?viewkey video. PhP?viewkey 
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Figure 1. Family Dick's Daddy’s Little Boy series. 
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importance of “the visual” to pornography is well established (i.e., Mowlabocus 
& Medhurst, 2017, pp. 210-212; Williams, 1999), and presenting this informa- 
tion visually is useful also for the analyst (Waugh, 2017). The value in the visual 
is especially true for Family Dick and the present article’s discussion of certain 
(too-)young esthetics, or “looks,” employed. In short, Figure 1 provides a clear 
means of referencing quoted discourse, while incorporation of the site’s own 
color scheme and typeface selection, together with the nomination of narrative 
themes of individual scenes (via graphics), help situate the series in line with a 
father-son narrative and provide a useful visual guide to the series as a whole. 
Using a pornographic video sharing service such as Pornhub also allows for the 
canvasing of broader perspectives on the offering. In other words, views from 
an audience interested in gay pornography, yet who might be opposed to the 
particular fetish theme on offer from Family Dick. Such diversity of views is 
demonstrated by the discourse and helps emphasize how, for some viewers, the 
content is deemed “extreme” and potentially unlawful. It is a point that 
connects with other scholarly arguments on pornography, such as by Feona 
Attwood who considers how certain pornographies are constituted through 
discourse as “extreme” (Attwood, 2014, p. 1187). Also relevant here is William 
L. Leap’s (2011) argument for the value and power of audience comments on 
gay pornography, which have the potential to extend beyond the “erotic realm” 
and reach further, offering insight into the “workings of ideological power” (p. 
932). Leap’s position connects with the cultural studies tradition, wherein 
textual analysis goes beyond manifest content to consider underlying ideolo- 
gical implications of a text. 

In the present study, I analyze the available discourse on Pornhub, posted in 
real-time by viewers as new scenes in the Daddy’s Little Boy series are released via 
the Family Dick channel. Discourse on 9 scenes out of a possible 10 posted over a 
4-month period (October 2017-January 2018) makes up the sample, and yields 
721 comments. This discourse has then been organized into particular themes that 
respond to the narratives on offer, with particular emphasis on the father-son and 
youth-oriented aspects of the series. In demonstrating my nominated themes, I 
strategically select and present aspects of the analyzed discourse as evidence for my 
overall argument (Fiirsich, 2009, p. 240). The nominated themes pertain to 
different aspects of the Family Dick series and its controversy. Integrating analysis 
of viewer discourse throughout, the article begins by reading the series itself and its 
distinctive esthetic, which logically leads to discussion of perspectives on the 
underage “look” of the series and the use of certain “legislative language” by 
those assessing the content as potentially unlawful. The article ends with a 
consideration of the implications resultant from the range of views presented in 
the discourse and a tendency for the series to invite viewers to reflect on personal 
experiences, which leads to the conclusion, where I canvas a range of possible 
future research directions. 
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Daddy’s Little Boy 


A consideration of “esthetics” in a genre as “bodily” as gay pornography speaks 
to the project of cultural studies as a reappraisal of traditionally devalued texts 
and practices. It also invites consideration of the “formal qualities and stylistic 
conventions of a text” that, together with account for viewer commentary, 
offers us insight into “the meanings and feelings [pornographies] evoke” 
(Attwood, 2017, p. 83). Overall, Family Dick relies on a vintage, VHS esthetic. 
Such esthetic choices are replicated in Figure 1, and are inclusive of the site’s 
typeface (VCR OSD Mono), described by Hipsthetic as “a pixel-perfect, glitch- 
y font [. . . its] 8-bit looking form recalls lo-fi 80s tech tropes and an old school 
video games aesthetic, which makes it the perfect font for retro-leaning 
creative projects.” The retro connotations of the font are accentuated by the 
choice of color across the site: blues and yellows reminiscent of the color 
scheme of early 1990s Microsoft Windows computers. Such choices connect 
with nostalgic constructions of the video pornography era, but also the site’s 
own personalized inception narrative, which romanticizes the promise of the 
Internet (scarcely imaginable in the early 90s) to make newly available (or 
newly digitalized) niche pornographic materials; the emergence of extreme 
pornographies of which Evangelos Tziallas describes as “digital media’s uto- 
pian and democratizing promise” (in Nielsen & Kiss, 2015, p. 125). We can find 
these sentiments reflected in the site’s description at the top of the homepage: 


In high school I always fantasized about getting fucked by my stepdad [...] I flirt with 
older men online and get them to send me videos of them fucking their stepsons [. . .] 
Since I’m beating off to this shit anyway, why not share it and make some money? I get 
the best real videos of dads having sex with their stepsons, and I post them here for you 
to enjoy. (familydick.com) 


A grainy, VHS after effect has also been added to the videos themselves, 
cultivating an impression of these scenes as having been recorded some time 
ago, and also as being uniquely available at this site (as delivered to the fantasy 
site operator personally). The addition of grain lends the scenes a certain 
“archive effect” (Baron, 2014) and encourages those viewing to read the texts 
as authentic, and in some way “real:” recorded by stepdads as the instigators of 
the father-son scenarios, who have been persuaded to share their home videos. 
But such effects are confined to bookending scenes, so as to not detract from 
the clarity (of sound and moving image) of the sex itself. As Susanna Paasonen 
(2011) explains, pornography is not necessarily interested in the documenta- 
tion of reality, but instead dedicated to producing a reality-effect, which is 
achieved via “a complex interplay between authenticity and artifice” (p. 17). 
The VHS, home video esthetic of the scenes is further strengthened by the 
scene titles that resemble “home movie” labels—“Outdoor Pitstop,” “Dad Son 
Family Cabin Retreat”—in addition to personalized scene descriptions for 
each video within a series, referred to as “chapters.” 
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Regarding the VHS/home-video esthetic, which Family Dick deploys to 
bookend its chapters, it is worth signposting here that the VHS revolution 
was also a porn revolution (see Coopersmith, 1998). The home video marked a 
radical shift in both studio porn and amateur porn. Concerning the latter, the 
concept of the “home movie” took on a whole new meaning. This represented 
a decisive shift in what we now call the “democratizing of porn,” (Tziallas in 
Nielsen & Kiss, 2015, p. 125) but it also served to rewrite the rules when it came 
to esthetics, narrative and genre. In particular, VHS blurred the line between 
professional and amateur, putting a camcorder in all our hands—and Family 
Dick owes a debt to this era. Arguably, the title sequence acknowledges this 
debt, nostalgizing the VHS (and the freedom it offered pornographers and 
consumers) but also the domestication of film production—the kind of 
domestication that makes the fantasy of Family Dick possible. 

I should also acknowledge, as is suggested by the diversity of views con- 
tained in the audience comments, that such esthetics have, too, been the basis 
of more paranoid readings of the VHS revolution, in both horror cinema and 
moral/media panic news cycles, which could be anchored to readings of 
Family Dick as well. To take one example, The Ring (the 2002 US version) 
reconfigures the then-dying videocassette as its “bugaboo” (see Benson-Allott, 
2007), and a sinister method of re-recording homegrown atrocities and family 
brutalities; a conception of the media that had already played out through the 
1980s and ’90s, when anxieties manifested through representations of the 
medium as a “video nasty” revolution that gnawed at the fabric of the once- 
wholesome home—the James Bulger killing and resultant moral panic (see 
Hay, 1995) is a 90s example, which through reporting and the popular 
imaginary, cast the VHS as a portal to the denigration and destruction of 
underage boys’ bodies and minds. It is worthwhile holding such contrasting 
assessments of meaning and morality—and the esthetics such assessments 
froth—front of mind as we move through the analysis of Family Dick, and 
the views of those watching it. 

Chapter titles also function as defining developmental milestones in a 
(normally non-sexual) father-son relationship, such as puberty talk (in “Big 
Boy Underwear”), chaperoned treat ’r treating outings (in “Trick or Treat”), 
doctors visits (in “Doctor’s Office Visit”), and dad-son camping trips (in 
“Camping Scary Stories”). In fact, close reading of the individual chapters in 
the series reveals that Daddy’s Little Boy is near-entirely centered on childhood 
dad-son outings and father-son puberty milestones. It is a series in which 
puberty-events serve a structural function: as anchor points ensuring the 
series’ overall narrative cohesion and incremental unfolding of a “secret” 
father-son relationship. 

“Big Boy Underwear” is the first scene in the series, and explores a classic 
“puberty talk” milestone, where the father encourages his son to transition to 
“big boy underwear.” There is obvious controversy in using a puberty-event as 
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segue to a pornographic scene, especially one that also doubles as a “first-time” 
sexual encounter. The scene takes viewers: “from “Dad and son puberty talk to 
‘naive sexual insinuations’ and end in a good sex” (1). As Alisdair Gillespie 
(2010) notes in his discussion of what constitutes a child for the purpose of 
child pornography legislation, biological markers are often used, such as 
puberty as the moment when “the body begins to become physically capable 
of reproduction” (p. 21). That the father figure is the decisive authority in 
determining that his son is now ready for sex is controversial given that “while 
a person is biologically ready for reproduction this does not mean that a 
person is emotionally ready for sexual contact” (p. 21). Or in the words of 
one commenter on the scene: “Daddy it hurts ... yet Daddy is persistent” (1). 

Additional childlike markers throughout the series include reference to 
school work, in “After School Snack,” which as Bridges, Wosnitzer, Scharrer, 
Sun, and Liberman (2010) note in the context of “childlike pornography” 
featuring young women, carries the suggestion that “the actresses are young 
students, still under parental monitoring” (p. 1078). Another example is in 
“Sleepy Movie Night,” when the father initiates intercourse with his son who 
was curled up asleep in his lap, a familiar image of childlike innocence. In this 
second chapter, the son is dressed in an outfit connoting both childhood and 
potential adult homoeroticism: a drop-seat union suit, a popular item of 
children’s sleepwear, the adult version of which has also been associated 
with homoerotic advertisements in the first third of the twentieth century, 
the illustrations of J. C. Leyendecker especially (see Martin, 1996). The result is 
an uneasy courtship between childhood symbols and adult eroticism. The 
drop-seat garment has the advantage of unbuttoning at the posterior, allowing 
the father easy access to the son’s anus even without disrupting the boy’s sleep, 
a feature of the garment that connotes erotic rear “male exposure and acces- 
sibility” (Martin, 1996, p. 458) in this instance, but could connote access to a 
toddler’s diaper in another context. In its usage here, it functions as a youthful 
refashioning of the “jockstrap,” a garment that also allows for anal penetration 
while still being worn, yet which also connotes an adult more decidedly. 
Choice of clothing is a key youthful signifier in the series, dinosaur pajamas 
(1) and a fox costume (5) being other examples. 

Robin E. Jensen’s (2010) content analysis of youth-sexualized language and 
imagery on heteroporn covers from 1995 to 2007 identifies a number of 
childlike markers that are also present in this series. These include physical 
markers such as children’s clothing (1, 2, 7, 8) and childlike bedroom settings 
(1, 7, 10) together with more symbolic elements such as parent-child relation- 
ships and themes of endearment and virginity. The study found that over- 
whelmingly these heteroporn titles sexualized characters coded as female, 
connecting with earlier qualitative studies (i.e., Heider & Harp, 2002; Jensen 
& Dines, 1998) that also considered female youth-sexualized pornography. To 
date, there has been no attempt to account for youth-sexualized all-male 
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pornography, which marks a key contribution of the present study. The 
invisibility of boys within policy and media discourses on sexualization (see 
Clark & Duschinsky, 2020) can be explained in part by constructions of 
masculinity as universal and natural (see Beasley, 2008) and the symbolic 
capital cisgendered female feminine purity imbues. Also, when the issue of 
the sexualization of boys is addressed, it is typically aligned with homosexu- 
ality (Lahelma, 2004, p. 13), demonstrating the value of a gay pornographic 
case study but also the need for future research—and a possible avenue for 
further scholarship using this same case study. 

The series also features domineering gestures by the father, covering of the 
son’s mouth so to not alert the boy’s sleeping mother to the sex about to be 
initiated (2), or so as to not alert passersby in a public setting (4), for instance. 
These more physical gestures emphasize the contrast in size between the two 
males, and are also inclusive of the father standing over the son while his is 
reclined (7), hands on shoulders (9), and pulling movements, leading the son 
naked and by hand into a field, for instance (6). Such physical gestures—that 
are also inclusive of verbal commands—connote a form of grooming of the 
son across the series, as one discussant observes: “Daddy has conditioned him 
to want the D [dick] real bad!” (6). Meanwhile, the immaturity of the son is 
also emphasized: needing to sleep with his father after the telling of a scary 
story, for instance (4). And even when, in the final chapter, the son finds 
himself in the anally penetrative position (10), this is only because the father 
orchestrated it, and even here, the father remains in control—“BTW love the 
son asking if he was doing it right” (10). 

As a final example, while one might argue that such power differentials 
could be read in line the son-as-“twink,” a boyish, “consumable and 
visually/anally receptive masculinity” (Tortorici, 2008, p. 206), it is difficult 
to ignore the extent to which the son is aligned with a childlike and, at 
times, seemingly underage persona. For example, whereas in the first two 
chapters, his body could generally be read in line with a pornographic 
twink persona, “Doctor’s Office Visit” invites viewers to employ a medical 
model of childhood and read the son’s body for evidence of sexual matur- 
ity. This also occurs across the sample when at times viewers nominate 
evidence of the character’s lack of markers of puberty, such as pubic hair 
—“Pretty baby boy. Barely growing Middle School pubes yet!” (1). 
“Doctor’s Office Visit,” which for the first time has a second parent-like- 
figure present (portrayed by Legrand Wolf, a founder of the site), was the 
opportunity for intervention by a trusted (“licensed”) person in a position 
of authority and with a duty of care bound by a professional code of 
conduct. The opening narrative includes interpellation (Althusser, 1971, 
pp. 85-132) of the son and his father by the authority of the doctor figure. 
“[To the father:] My nurse tells me you want to sit in on your son’s exam, 
seems a little unusual. [To the son:] I’m going to be doing a physical exam 
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today, so Im going to ask you a bunch of personal questions. Is it OK to 
have your dad here on your exam?” By going on to question the son’s 
knowledge of STDs, the relationship with his father is revealed. Yet the 
doctor does not intervene, because “your boy’s got a beautiful ass here. I 
think I want you to get it ready for me” (3). (The doctor returns in “Trick 
or Treat,” when the son is once again shared.) Abuse of trust is central to 
“grooming” of a minor in sexual abuse (Mcalinden, 2006), and it seems on 
show especially in this chapter, where the son looks to his father for 
permission to engage in sex with his doctor. Even the son’s status as an 
apparently willing participant does not close off abuse readings, given the 
complexity of emotional luring and grooming involved in cases of child 
sexual abuse, which means that children “sometimes participate without 
protest—and with apparent enthusiasm—in their victimization” (Hunter 
quoted in Adler, 2001, p. 219). This section’s reading of the childlike 
stylings of the Daddy’s Little Boy series is supported in the section follow- 
ing, in which viewer discourse of the underage “look” of the series is 
connected with legislative wording on child pornography. 


Family Dick and its (too-)young “look” 


Family Dick’s content comes clearly labeled. An address for proof of age 
documents required pursuant to 18 U.S.C. section 2257 is easily located via 
its website. And each video hosted on its site, and posted to Pornhub via its 
channel, begins with the following disclaimer: 


Porn is fantasy. All depictions of family relationships are between legal consenting adults 
over 18. 


Yet this information does not exempt it from scrutiny, legal as well as 
ethical. And the wording of relevant classification and child pornography 
legislation demonstrates that abuse materials extend beyond mere record of 
age, to also capture material that, in certain cases, does not involve actual 
children. While those participating may be “legal consenting adults over 18,” 
in accord with the law, it is illegal in certain countries to produce or possess 
content that depicts sexual activity with a person “apparently under” the age of 
16. Section 91 H of Australia’s New South Wales Crimes Amendment (Child 
Pornography) Bill 2004, for instance, reads: 


child pornography means material that depicts or describes, in a manner that would in 
all the circumstances cause offence to reasonable persons, a person under (or apparently 
under) the age of 16 years: 


(a) engaged in sexual activity, or 


(b) in a sexual context, or 
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(c) as the victim of torture, cruelty or physical abuse (whether or not in a sexual context). 


Similarly, in the Australian state of Victoria, Section 67A defines child 
pornography as content that “depicts a person who is, or appears to be, a 
minor engaging in sexual activity or depicted in an indecent sexual manner or 
context.” Further examples of similar language can be found in Canada (see 
Criminal Code, RSC 1985, c C-46, s 163.1[1]), the UK (see Protection of 
Children Act 1978 [UK] c 37, s 7[8]) and the US (see 18 USC § 2256[8][B]°). 
Multi-national legislation also adopts similar phrasing. Article 9(2)(b) of the 
Council of Europe’s (with 47 member states) Convention on Cybercrime, for 
example, includes the phrase “a person appearing to be a minor engaged in 
sexually explicit conduct.” Such appearance-based wording covers two cate- 
gories of pornography: youthful-adult pornography, the category considered 
here that is inclusive of adults that look like children; and “virtual-child 
pornography,” which are pornographic images of children created wholly on 
a computer without any actual children (Kleinhans, 2004, p. 23). 

In his article “Lawful Acts, Unlawful Images,” Jonathan Clough (2012) 
explores the problematics of child pornography legislative wording such as 
“apparently under,” “appears to be” and “appearing to be a minor” that may 
result in a situation whereby the possession of an image can constitute a 
serious criminal offense, “notwithstanding the conduct depicted in that 
image is lawful” (p. 214). A discussion of the “prosecutorial discretion” 
(Clough, 2012, p. 215) that arguably protects viewers of content such as 
Family Dick from prosecution is outside the scope of the present article. 
What is encompassed is how those commenting use similar “legislative lan- 
guage’ to label for themselves such depictions as potentially unlawful, together 
with the implications that accompany viewer engagement with such content. 
Further, as was discussed above, in courting “the real,” Family Dick makes a 
range of esthetic choices that encourages viewers to read its videos, and their 
family theme, as in some way real, especially as it relates to the “boy” character 
being constructed using childlike imagery. 

On what I suggest can be described as the application of an “apparent- 
ability scale,” the consensus among those commenting on this series is that the 
son appears underage. In fact, no commenters refute such a view. “Look” is a 
recurring signifier in the description of the performer as apparently underage: 
“The boy looks awfully young” (1), “is a little too young looking” (1), “son of a 
bitch this k*d looks 12” (2), “the boy looks much young like 13 yrs old” (2) and 
“I am not into chil***n. He looks way to young to be doing these videos” (3) 
are just a few examples drawn from the first three videos only. Use of “look” 
connects with the role of law enforcement professionals, who need often rely 
on certain underage markers, such as the Tanner scale’s emphasis on physical 
bodily development, which requires the analyst to “look” for certain manifest 
indicators of childhood. Other descriptors for the “apparently under” 
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performer are employed also. He is described as “seeming to be so young” (2; 
emphasis added), for instance. 

The discourse incorporates another dimension of legislative parlance when 
it calls on the judgment of “reasonable persons” as defined in law through the 
querying of viewers’ perception of Xander’s age. The spirit of US Supreme 
Court Justice Potter Stewart’s “I know it when I see it” litmus test for 
categorizing hard-core pornography is evoked when commenters describe 
the content as “creepy” (1, 2) and as making one “feel he’s not even 18” (2). 
Such reaction means it “almost looks illegal” (2) and has a “feel like c***d 
porn” (1), as the adult status of the performer and the provenance of the 
recording are called into question—“Is the so called teen an adult??—The FBI 
will be determining that shortly. [...] you never know where these videos are 
filmed” (2). Others remove qualifying language entirely—e.g., a little, almost, 
like—and judge the content and older performers in the text in an absolute 
way— “illegal pedop***e” (2), for instance. The practice of self-censoring 
certain loaded words—such as with k*d, chil***n, pedop***e—demonstrates 
awareness on behalf of those commenting of the precariousness of typing such 
terms in the venue of discussion: between the child and Internet porn, the law 
enforcer and the viewer. It is an awareness that manifests in some instances in 
an anxiety for being implicated in something illegal, simply by viewing it: 
“Couldnt people get into trouble for watching this tho[?] reading all the 
comments, I’m quite freaked out tbh” (1), “I do not feel safe watching this 
series. I think the FBI is tracking this series” (2). 

Such anxiety can perhaps be connected with what some legal scholars have 
described (i.e., Adler, 2001, p. 243) as the over-reach of child pornography 
laws, which reject a basic tenet of obscenity law, namely individual possession 
of obscenity in one’s own home. It is also a position that seems rooted in the 
possibility of accidental exposure to child pornography—a potentiality much 
more likely on file sharing networks, popular among young people (Prichard, 
Spiranovic, Watters, & Lueg, 2013, pp. 996-997). And from such anxiety, a 
tendency to condemn and distance emerges; where in the space of a single 
comment, a viewer might declare distaste for content that depicts performers 
who might be construed as underage, and conflates this with a personal dislike 
for such fantasy themes—“Is he of age??? Not my kind of thing” (1), “we are 
not into fucking chil***n” (5). The anxiety apparent in the comments is 
suggestive of a fear of accidental possession of abuse material, and of a risk- 
minimization strategy. It is an anxiety that points to the status of childhood 
sexuality as perhaps the ultimate taboo, and of the child as the focus of political 
and civic order (see Edelman, 2004). 

On this same note, the series is described as resulting in creepy and 
uncomfortable viewing—“suuuper creepy” (1), “fucking creepy” (1), “so 
uncomfortable to watch” (1) and “the most uncomfortable thing I’ve seen in 
my life” (3), for example. For some, the videos inspire questions of morality 
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—“Is it wrong? This video?” (1)—,'° while for others, the footage provides the 
opportunity for topical jokes about abuse connotations—“Wouldn’t Kevin 
Spacey like to join in?!!” (5). That is not to say that appreciative commentary 
is non-existent. A sizable proportion of those commenting express their 
adoration for the series, describing it as “really beautiful” (2), “90% romance” 
(2) and “passionate” (4), for instance, with some embracing the more extreme 
aspects of the representation also, e.g., “creepy = monstrously and arousingly 
hot” (2), “his whimpering made me shot my load all over the place” (2) and 
“wish they showed the hard rapefuckin longer” ©) (3). Yet even those appre- 
ciative of the series often also qualify this appreciation in some way, thus 
hedging their own views. For example, by pointing to the problematic aspects 
of the fantasy on offer, or personal unease with being aroused by the scenario: 
“Hot yet slightly disturbing” (1), “I know its wrong cuz he looks so young but 
man ....I shot my load many times to this video” (2), “some dark realities that 
we might never want to experience personally but get us off just the same” (2), 
“Most unpleasent Jerk Off in My life...” (3). 

For the purpose of the present argument, and as a means of connection with 
the preceding section, those commenting confirm Family Dick’s cultivation of 
a “too-young esthetic” through the observation that the content “looks” legally 
and ethically questionable. Supported both by the discourse of those viewing 
the series, and the earlier reading of certain structural elements of the series 
itself, this underage “look” is inclusive of, but also extends beyond, the youth- 
ful appearance of the performer himself. It is a look that also captures other 
visual (and sonic) elements within the text, deliberately employed to further 
develop this look. A sizable proportion of those commenting on the series 
support this view by connecting the underage appearance of the performer 
with creator intentionality: “him looking u***r a*e is to get us to watch it” (1), 
“They are disturbing how young the boy looks and how they play into the 
unde***e aspect” (5). Those commenting also note certain nonvisual aspects of 
Xanders’ performance—“when he says ‘yes’ in that c***d like voice” (3)—as 
well as costuming choices—e.g., cartoon dinosaur pajamas (1)—that means 
“he looks a lot younger than he is” (2). A dominant view present in the 
commentary is that: “because the k*d clearly looks like he is 14 or 15. The 
video plays off of that and glamorizes paedophila” (1). One commenter even 
offers advice to the content creators for how they could make the performer 
appear even younger: “trim the boys pits just a bit to make sure he stays fresh 
and young” (6). That the creators of Family Dick have deliberately cultivated 
an underage look in this series is a contentious claim. Yet such a claim is not 
far removed from the thematic distinction necessary in pornography in 
“marking the specificity of sexual fantasies” (Paasonen, 2010, p. 138), espe- 
cially in fetish pornography, in this case in line with the site’s connection with 
the “daddy” subgenre. 
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John Mercer (2012) explores “the problematic notion of the Daddy within 
the context of intergenerational sexual encounters” (p. 319), acknowledging 
the mutable nature of the term within gay pornography. Such a context, he 
argues, draws on a range of historical reference points (i.e., classical prece- 
dencies of man/boy love). The type of daddy connoted in the Daddy’s Little 
Boy series goes beyond intergenerational pairings to encompass intrafamilial 
desire as well, capturing the “problematic eroticization of abusive power 
dynamics” that Mercer outlines in his article (2012, p. 313). Central to the 
formation of this particular fantasy—and the expression of potentially abusive 
power dynamics—is the construction of competing archetypes. This is aptly 
illustrated by discourse on the dad (portrayed by Alex Killian)/son (Xanders) 
performance, and the juxtaposition of size, age, physique, mannerism, acces- 
sories and sexual attributes that those commenting on the series identify. 

Killian is a “bearded dad” (3) with “nerdy glasses” (2), the latter of which 
makes more authentic his father persona; after all, “seeing guys in glasses in 
porn makes it more real somehow” (2). He appears to be “the correct age 
difference” (1) in relation to his on-screen son and is “every young queer’s 
dream Daddy; taller, fit, hairy, and hung like a horse” (6). A second “daddy- 
type” authoritative figure also appears in the series (as a doctor, in 3 and 5) and 
is described by those viewing as “a stud” (3), a “sexy doctor” (3) with a “big 
dick” (3) and a “hot red-headed hung doc” (3). Yet Xanders-as-son is 
described in the greatest detail, and in an antithetical way. Xanders is “pre- 
pubescent” (10), a “babyboy” (6), a “beautiful boy” (1) and a “k*d” (1). He is a 
“little twink” (1), a “cute tiny guy” (2) and “every daddy’s perfect teen” (2). He 
is a “little sweetheart” (3), “so damn adorable” (7), “so sweet and innocent, yet 
is SUCH A HUGE SLUT!” (7). He has a “fag’s cunt” (2), an “amazing ass” (2). 
“That boy has a beautiful hole” (3), and “seeing that little guy get plugged was 
hot as hell” (2): “it’s bottoms like him that made me become a top[,] I love 
feminine bttms like this” (2). 

Mercer notes that the viewing position in texts belonging to the daddy 
subgenre are 


often conspicuously indeterminate, shifting between omniscient voyeurism to identifi- 
cation with either Daddy or boy. It is almost as if the text itself is uncertain about how 
we are to read and relate to the younger man’s desire for the older man (2012, p. 322). 


And while it is true that the discourse is inclusive of identification with the 
boy’s position also (with a desire to be son to a similar dad), the description of 
the boy as a desirable object is far more comprehensive. And resultantly, any 
received wisdom around the inherent agency of males—such as that “boys are 
not ‘objectified” (Buckingham et al., 2009, p. 19)—is effectively quashed by the 
domineering dad persona. 

Across the sample, in comments directed to an individual scene itself, or the 
series in general, identification with the dad outweighs that for the boy (or 
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“son”), and by a significant margin. The gaze is fetishisticly fixed on the son, 
with identification resting with the dad and how it might feel to be the boy’s 
father (often in a specific, familial sense). This, coupled with a narrative that 
sees the father in each case being the instigator of the sexual action—that is, the 
one to initiate, to seduce, to groom—, lends credence to “abuse porn” readings 
(see Brennan, 2017) and helps explain why so many discussants identify a 
“pedophilic gaze” (see Studlar, 2001) in the series. Such a gaze of which is 
defined by intent “to sexualize the age difference, to point out the erotic charge 
of having a teenager satisfy an adult’s sexual desire” (Jensen & Dines, 1998, p. 
89). Or in the words of one of the Pornhub commenters, to “wish I could find a 
bottom like that to be my dirty little secret” (6). In the final section of this 
article I explore instances where the Daddy’s Little Boy series seemingly 
inspires reflection by those commenting on individual experiences and desires, 
which forms the basis for discussion of potential implications of this porno- 
graphy, together with future research directions. 


Implications 


It is important to begin by reference to potential effects of youthful-adult 
pornography. In clinical settings, psychologists (i.e., Wood, 2011, p. 136, 2013, 
p. 170) have documented patient accounts of the transition from youthful- 
adult pornography to illegal pornography (what Sullivan & Sheehan, 2002 calla 
“fantasy escalation effect”). Though this is by no means conclusive of a direct 
effect, nor of the risk of a similar trajectory in a more general population. In a 
laboratory experiment conducted by Bryant Paul and Daniel G. Linz (2008), 
for instance, while participants exposed to youthful-adult pornography depict- 
ing young women were faster to recognize sexual words in association with 
underage girls, the researchers “found no evidence that exposure [to youthful- 
adult pornography] causes adults to be more accepting of actual child porno- 
graphy or of sexual interaction between adults and minors” (p. 35). Analysis of 
online commentary, too, is a gray area, with both intentionality and author- 
ship not truly knowable. For example, in the discourse it is at times difficult to 
decipher whether participants are recounting actual experiences of childhood 
sexual encounters (or most contentiously, their own child abuse practices), or 
simply fantasies, a “murkiness” that Kimberly Young (2008) also notes in the 
context of chat dialogs in pedophilic virtual communities. It is a point even 
more important in the context of the comments sections of pornographic 
videos that promote fantasy scenarios that some consider extreme and poten- 
tially unlawful; after all, as scholars (i.e., Barker, 2014) and Family Dick’s own 
disclaimers remind us, “Porn is fantasy.” 

No commenters self-incriminate via explicit detailing of sexual experiences 
with a minor. Though that is not to say that potentially incriminatory com- 
ments are absent, nor that the separation between fantasy scenarios and 
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personal experiences is always clear: “This is a regular thing at my house. Love 
these vids” (5), for instance. This point connects with real-world implications, 
inclusive of evidence that boys are more likely than girls to be targeted by 
offenders with more victims and exclusively interested in children (admittedly, 
girls are more likely to be targeted by intra-familial offenders; Smallbone & 
Wortley, 2000, p. 67), and that the majority of child sexual abuse occurs in the 
home (Colombino et al., 2011). Further, it is also not uncommon for discus- 
sants to share experiences from childhood. Experiences that, if factual, 
describe criminal acts, such as in the following three examples: 


My step dad used to take me out to the wood shed to give a spanking. He would pull my 
pants and underwear down to expose my bare naked ass. Then he would pull out his dick 
and stick it up my butt hole.While he was fucking me he would use his belt to smack my 
ass hard enough to leave marks on my butt. But because he was fucking my ass, the 
spanking felt good in a horny way. My Mom would see the marks and know I got a good 
ass whipping. I was 14 and 15 my step dad was cute with a great dick (2) 


My stepfather fucked me for my first time when I was 14 and we were home alone! Loved 
it! (2) 


These videos remind me of my child***d. (3) 


It is impossible to verify the above accounts, though the declaration of an 
under 16 sexual encounter with adult males makes such comments fall into 
one of three potential categories: either factual and thus accounts of crimes 
(consent notwithstanding), purely fictitious and therefore pornographic fan- 
tasies of father-son desire, or a more complex slippage between porn-as- 
fantasy and actual unlawful sexual practices. Equally problematic are sugges- 
tions that the content inspires viewers to enact certain fantasies, i.e., “I have 2 
really young boys and Pd love to be this dad. Anyone else have thoughts like 
these?where can I find more of these videos?” (1).'’ That the content inspires 
at least some commenters to share stories/fantasies involving boys under the 
age of 16 also suggests, in the eyes of some, that the “boy” of the series is 
apparently underage. 

Importantly, not all experiences are presented to be as enjoyable as the 
fantasy might suggest. As the following comment illustrates in combining 
disclosure of a past trauma with a moral position on the series: “technically 
it might legal ... ethically definitevely wrong ... And I speak from a person 
that has been abused by a pedop***e ... ” (1). What is knowable is the 
problematic conflation between familial (real-world) father-son relationships 
and fantasy (role-play) dad-son eroticism—the later of which is frequently 
delineated in gay pornography via the phrase “dad/son” or “daddy/son.” 
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Conclusion: Current state of play and future research directions 


Scholars such as Alan McKee (2010) caution against harms-based media 
discourses of “undesirable aspects of contemporary culture,” inclusive of 
panic around the sexualization of children, as they “draw attention away 
from the real harm that is being caused to children by sexual and other 
forms of maltreatment” (p. 131). And Chuck Kleinhans (2004) contests ges- 
tures to expand definitions of child pornography to include youthful-adult and 
virtual-child pornography specifically, which “diverts concern for, and 
resources from, actual child abuse incidents” (p. 17), such expansion of 
which certain legal scholars view as a “total departure from the basis of child 
pornography law” (Adler, 2001, p. 244). Yet child pornography is also an 
escalating problem. With a 2000% increase in cases investigated by the FBI 
from 1996 to 2006 (Bang, Baker, Carpinteri, & van Hasselt, 2013, p. 25), and 
the problem of actual abuse incidents being widespread, with sexual abuse of 
male children as high as 25% in some cases (Sullivan, 2017, p. 257). 

This study’s analysis of discourse on a Family Dick series serves both as the 
first case study of a gay youthful-adult pornography example, while also demon- 
strating the range of complex emotions viewers of such content go through; an 
example of this range that is captured by the following comment: “T felt very 
uneasy watching that video ... Although hot and sexy ... .it verges on pedo- 
ph***a giving again to the gay a very bad rep. I know, the young man, is above 18 
but looks definitevely under***d ...” (1). In this study, I have argued that the 
Family Dick series, Daddy’s Little Boy, cultivates a “too-young esthetic,” which is 
supported by discourse of those viewing the content, which is seen to “look” 
legally and ethically questionable. In expressing this, “legislative language” is 
evoked, as viewers label for themselves such depictions as potentially unlawful. 
Also considered were some implications that accompany viewer engagement 
with such content. Qualitative readings of such texts, together with account for 
reactions from those who view such texts, provide insight into appreciations and 
disapprovals of a site that role-plays scenarios open to abuse readings and legal 
challenge. Such work is especially important in the context of web-based porno- 
graphy sites such as Family Dick, which exist beyond the reach of traditional 
classification frameworks (Brennan, 2017, p. 438). 

Digital porn is highly transient, more so than any other commercial media. And 
extreme porn variants are the most dynamic. In the gay context, we need only look 
at the rapid mainstreaming of bareback in recent years, gay porn depicting the 
practice that rode the coattails of advancements in HIV preventative technologies, 
to now become the industry standard (Brennan, 2020). As a researcher of extreme 
gay porn, and what I have termed “abuse porn” in particular, it has been necessary 
to embrace this dynamic nature, while also being able to stake a claim to the 
aspects of one’s published research that have staying power. As I completed the 
final revisions of the present article (in January 2021, almost three years after this 
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study was first written), I did so with an eye to the place of Family Dick in the gay 
porn mediascape today. Recording these changes and consistencies in the conclu- 
sion supports and nuances the arguments within the body, while also lending 
credence to the future research directions I nominate by way of my parting words. 

Let us take the consistencies first. My 2018 prediction that the company 
behind Family Dick was set to expand rapidly into a niche network has come 
to pass, and the site now has a proven popularity track record. It has unseated 
former flagship Mormon Boyz (which underwent a rename in late 2018 to 
Missionary Boys [missionaryboys.com]'*) to become the keystone offering of 
Charged Media’s newly’* nominated “Say Uncle Network” (sayuncle.com). As 
the name of this “specialized network” (Brennan, 2019c) suggests, Family Dick is 
now in company with a number of “sites that offer variations on a single theme 
or genre niche” (p. 145), namely family-porn fantasies. The launch of three sister 
sites—Brother Crush (brothercrush.com) in 2019, and Dad Creep (dadcreep. 
com) and Twink Trade (twinktrade.com: a “dad and gay son swap series”) in 
2020—support this claim and the faux-incest specialty of the network (faux 
because: brothers-fucking-brothers remain “stepbrothers,” dads-fucking-sons, 
“stepdads,” in the respective sites’ marketing). (The profanation origins of 
Charged Media do continue, but in a reduced capacity—with the addition of 
Yes Father (yesfather.com), a priest-altar boy fantasy site, added to the mix in 
circa 2019/20—while Young Perps and Latin Leche continue also, with Black 
Godz (blackgodz.com) joining them, broadening the network’s appeal.) 

The new Say Uncle network dominates in Pornhub rankings. At time of 
final revision, Latin Leche was enjoying a peak in popularity, ranked 24 to 
Family Dick’s 5"; Say Uncle came in at 14", and Brother Crush 19", while 
Missionary Boys, Young Perps, Dad Creep and Yes Father all featured in the 
top 50, at 37", 43°¢, 45" and 49", respectively. (Czech Hunter took out the top 
spot, demonstrating the popularity of its “exploitation” [see Brennan, 2019a] 
theming.)'* Choice of case study—Daddy’s Little Boy—was also justified dur- 
ing my revisit of the numbers: with one of the series’ videos—“Big Boy 
Underwear”—taking out the number one spot (at close to five million views, 
and “Dad Son Family Cabin Retreat” also securing a spot in the top five, at 4") 
on the Family Dick Pornhub channel.” The series also took out the top four 
spots in terms of views on the Say Uncle site—with “Doctor’s Office Visit,” 
“Big Boy Underwear,” “Sleepy Movie Night” and “Trick or Treat,” 
respectively.'° A look at global web traffic is equally insightful, Family Dick 
coming in at #545,507, compared with Latin Leche at #354,963, Missionary 
Boys at #1,092,362, Brother Crush at #1,346,588, and Young Perps at 
#1,441,127."7 

A key change for the site came via the 2019 departure of one the series’ 
stars, Legrand Wolf, who portrays the doctor in “Doctor’s Office Visit” and 
also appears in “Trick or Treat.” Wolf is attributed as the founder of 
Mormon Boyz and Family Dick, and his falling out with the site’s current 
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operators was widely reported across gay porn blogs, such as Str8 Up Gay 
Porn.'® Wolf launched a competing site, Gaycest (gaycest.com) in 2019, and 
has since replicated scenes from the Daddy’s Little Boy series, even enlisting 
the original actors—son Xanders and dad Killian. At the same time as 
Family Dick was ranked 4'° on Pornhub, Gaycest held a ranking of 
28".!° I confess to have initially thought Family Dick had been renamed, 
given Gaycest’s attention to detail in mimicking both the set dressings of 
the popular scenes, and its duplication of the appearance of the original in 
its own site design and marketing. Since parting ways with Charged Media, 
Wolf—under his Carnal Media studio—has also launched a number of 
other sites with youthful-adult stylings, including Boys for Sale (boysfor- 
sale.com, probably the most extreme, with its veiled human-trafficking 
fantasy), Fun-size Boys (funsize-boys.com) and Scout Boys (scoutboys. 
com, its leader/cub-scout in-care abuse leanings that remind me of a softer 
Boys Halfway House [boyshalfwayhouse.com, see Brennan, 2017])—each 
with Xanders heavily featured. In fact, Xanders is now known better as 
“Austin L. Young,” and at time of revision was a Carnal Media exclusive.”° 
These flexes to the landscape that Family Dick finds itself are valuable 
insofar as they affirm the continued relevance of the Daddy’s Little Boy 
series, and the site itself, as an object of study, while also nuancing some of 
the future research directions, which I shall end on. 

There are a range of debates that this topic rubs up against, yet which were 
outside the scope of the present argument. I wish to end by acknowledging 
that I am aware of these issues, and enthusiastic for colleagues to take these 
arguments up themselves—an encouragement that is inclusive of a call to keep 
the nuance.”' Avenues for future research using Family Dick as a guiding case 
study could include: discussion regarding the historical and challenging con- 
nection in the public consciousness between male homosexuality and pedo- 
philia; the issue of why this kind of porn is so popular with gay men; the 
question of how this series recuperates a (repressed) teenage gay male sexuality 
in its consumers; and the whiteness of the “too-young” bodies. I am also 
cognizant of the limitations of qualitative samples. Though ideal for explora- 
tory studies such as this one, which marks the first to unpack youthful-adult 
gay pornography via a single case, the popularity of this series means that rich 
data repositories exist online, ready to research; for example, porn blog and 
“reddit-style” forums devoted to the site—inclusive of those beyond the 
Daddy’s Little Boy series—would provide a rich source of data regarding 
legislative language, and consumer perceptions of the material more broadly; 
in particular, a content analysis that incorporated a large dataset, which would 
be a worthwhile project, as would a star study of Xanders/Young that accounts 
for reception of his character portrayals in other series with youthful-adult 
stylings; or a comparative analysis of Family Dick and Gaycest. 
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p 


10. 


II; 


I acknowledge here—and go on to engage in the body—the familiarity in gay porn 
scholarship with the barely legal “twink” category. 
https://www.pornhub.com/channels/family-dick (Accessed 9 February 2018). 
https://hornet.com/stories/gay-incest-porn-trend/ (Accessed 18 January 2021). 
https://www.queermenow.net/blog/family-dick-gay-porn-stepdad-stepson-fuck/ 
(Accessed 18 January 2021). 

Correct as of 9 February 2018. Pornhub Gay channel rankings: https://www.pornhub.com/ 
gay/channels?o=rk. Web traffic global rank calculated using Alexa (alexa.com) website 
analytics tool. Updated daily, the Alexa Traffic Rank is calculated using a combination of 
average daily visitors to the site and page views on the site over the past 3 months. The site 
with the highest combination of visitors and page views is ranked #1. 
https://www.queermenow.net/blog/family-dick-gay-porn-stepdad-stepson-fuck/, for 
example (Accessed 24 January 2021). 
https://www.hipsthetic.com/vcr-osd-mono-free-pixel-font/ (Accessed 12 February 2018). 
Comments are included as is, complete with typographic errors. 

The US provision was later struck down by the Supreme Court as in violation of the First 
Amendment right to free speech, meaning that US youthful-adult pornography cases 
would need to be prosecuted under obscenity rather than child pornography laws (see 
Clough, 2012, p. 221; also see Kleinhans, 2004). 

In its Pornhub context, the “stepdad” delineation is frequently lost. And the overlay of 
incest inspires further moralistic commentary—“Honey, why are you doing this? We did 
not have a son for you to fuck! This is not what God wants! I loved you, what have you 
done to our boy? What have you done to our family!?” (1). 

As one of the peer reviewers pointed out, I have almost certainly cited a law 
enforcement “entrapper” here. The presence of such persons within this forum 
points to the political nature of this topic within the carceral states of the US, the 
UK, Canada and Australia, the last of which is the context in which I find myself 
writing, and where the sex “offender” industry is one of high alertness, concern and 
panic. Such recognition both highlights what is “at stake” in research such as this, 
while also prompting self-reflexivity and the need to elaborate on my position. As a 
researcher of extreme pornographies, I, quite deliberately, often adopt an objective, 
empirical methodology, even within my qualitative research approach. In part, 
adopting a neutral, objective—almost positivist—research position into these con- 
troversial materials helps distinguish my research from the morally and politically 
condemnatory stance of some of the literature that I cite (ie., Jensen & Dines, 
1998). Elsewhere, I have adopted a more personal tone than I have in the present 
article; in some cases, acknowledging my own spectatorial position and a certain 
“ethics of viewing” that comes into field during analysis, in particular in the study 
of pornographies that utilize fantasies of exploitation in their theming (i.e., in my 
reading of a scene from Czech Gay Fantasy, Brennan, 2019b). This was appropriate 
in the aforementioned Czech case, as I did not draw on audience discourse, and 
was taking a purely text-based position, wherein my own perspectives came into 
play. But that is not to say that positionality does not remain critical, even with an 
audience dimension to the study, and certainly, it is unavoidable in qualitative 
studies such as this one. I acknowledge the role that my own position (inclusive of 
identification as a gay man) and disciplinary-framework brings to bear on my 
anaylsis. Traces of my position can be found in my use of language, for example; 
conscious delineation and recognition for the power of certain terms, between 
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12. 


13. 


14. 
I5; 


16. 
17. 
18. 


19; 
20. 
21, 


“pornography” and “porn” (Williams, 2014), “son” and “boy,” “father” and “dad” in 
my writing—stopping short of “daddy” in my own usage, just as I have always 
stopped short of “porno” across my scholarship. The attentive reader will notice 
this and other gestures—my use of hyphens instead of en-rules to designate 
particular unequal power relationships, i.e., “father-son”—, especially as a reflection 
of the specific discursive context in which I am writing. In other words, I do not 
pretend to be entirely objective. I adjust my language here, as in all my writing, as a 
reflection of my meaning, in service of the arguments I wish to advance, and, some 
might argue, in a similar vein to how participants in the discourse often hedge their 
own positions on the content up for discussion. And while I am happy to elaborate 
and acknowledge this, I do so in the notes, deliberately: to allow the commentary, 
esthetics, and my reading of and connection between both, to stand in the body, as 
is, and on its own, as I believe it should, especially in this case. This is a conscious 
gesture to “decentre” (Johnson, 1986-1987) myself from the text and the commen- 
tary, so as to safeguard the validity and replicability of my analysis and findings, 
and as a statement that I stand by the support I have provided for the readings in 
this present study (both via primary and secondary sources). Such conscious 
decentering of oneself as analyst has been a cornerstone of cultural studies scholar- 
ship. By doing so, I believe, the “subjective or cultural forms which [Family Dick] 
realises and makes available” may be better reached (Johnson, 1986-1987, p. 62). 
https://menofporn.typepad.com/menofporn/2018/09/mormon-boyz-has-been- 
renamed-to-missionary-boys.html (Accessed 16 January 2021). 
https://www.xbiz.com/news/250094/charged-media-debuts-gay-adult-paysite-network- 
sayuncle (Accessed 18 January 2021). 

https://www.pornhub.com/gay/channels?o=rk (Accessed 17 January 2021). 
https://www.pornhub.com/channels/family-dick/videos?o=vi (Accessed 17 January 
2021). 

https://www.sayuncle.com/movies?filter=popular (Accessed 17 January 2021). 

Correct as of 17 January 2021, calculated using Alexa. 

For example, https://str8upgayporn.com/familydick-not-at-liberty-to-discuss-whether- 
or-not-former-owner-legrand-wolf-took-control-of-their-domains/ (Accessed 17 
January 2021). 

https://www.pornhub.com/gay/channels?o=rk (Accessed 17 January 2021). 
https://twitter.com/austinlyoungxxx (Accessed 17 January 2021). 

A recent case-in-point that struck me as particularly unhelpful is Michael Kardolus’ 
(2020) exploration of the popularity of the stepdaddy trope in contemporary gay porn, 
which lumps together disparate Family Dick scenes with scenes from resolutely-main- 
stream, and less-specialized heavyweights (Men.com and Pride Studios [pridestudios. 
com]). Discussion of “the representation of the (lack of) taboo” [pp. 57-58], and in 
particular this suggestion: that “While the actors might still look to be under 18 years old, 
the legal taboo is taken away, as it is very clearly stated that they are of legal age” (p. 57), 
are reductive and, in my view, should serve as a caution for other scholars who take a 
multi-text/whole-of-trope approach to gay porn (extreme variants especially). As viewer 
discourse of, together with conflicting information presented by its creators on, Family 
Dick demonstrates, this is a site that has developed a unique taboo-titillating, childlike 
style that sets it apart from scenes from Men.com and Pride Studios. In a pinch, Family 
Dick is a site with narrative structures and esthetics that raise with them ethical and legal 
quandaries that are not simply diluted across a field as “weedy” (Williams, 2014) and 
shifting as this one. 
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